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2 March 1959

SUBJEOT: Points Raised on NIEs 100-59 and 11l-l58 at Flanning Board

After your presentation, ¥y, Oray intends to raise certain of the following
points made at the Planning Board. We have added suggested bines of ressponse:

1. The BEstimate of the Worid 84tuation is too complacent, more 80 than

last year, Thia criticism was raised on two grounds: {a) that the underlying
trends werse etill agu:tnat us, in terms of the continued more rapid growth of
Sinc-Soviet power, and (b) that the H&'f& partion was more optimistic than that
in NIE 100-58 {see below).

The World Situvation estimate is primarily a short-~tern one, which reviews
the past year generally and. Tooke ahead a short way. We are in fact more
reassured in the short term by flattening out of the adverse trend ;n the
underdeveloped woerld, and the fact that our worries about Weatern European
weakness last year were perhaps overstated. However, we did not seek to slight
the growth of Sino-Soviet power; we 4td not rehearse it in detail because we
nad just completed two major NIEs on the USSR (11-hL) and China (13-2).

2. The picture of NATO is "a 14ttle euphoric.® This criticism probably

arose because many did not read beyond paragraph 2 of the Conclueions. Agtually
KIE 100-59 gives a balanced presentation. At the peginning and end of the NATO

seotion (psragraphs 25 and 33) wa referred to the underlying European adherence
%o the concept of collective gecurity (i.e, RATO will not collapse) but in
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between we devoted far more spece {(paregraphs 25-32) to major problems of
the sllisnce - the questioning of NATO strateglc comcepts and of nuclear
deterrence, Franch hyper-nationslism, possible changes in Boon's role in RATO,
and intsreast in disengegement.

3« The Boyiets are 1ikaly to teke greater viske of wer, a8 stated
$n the Joint Bteff and Alr Force dissents. Our eptimate generated lively
aigecussion, since the mejority are saying clsarly for the firet time that the
Boviets mey even anvisage & limited war in which the U8 and Soviets ave dirsctly
engeged (paragraph 16). Thue the majority are questioning the credivility {to
the Sovieta) of our present strategic concapt, 1.8. that we will go to general
wer if we baccme engaged directly with the Boviets. However, thes clear thrust
of our estimstes over the past few yesrs (e.g., pavegraph 5 of 11-4-58) has
pean that as their own nuclesr capabilities grow, the Boviets will probsbly
pecome move and more convinced of our unwillingness to up the ante from limited
10 general Wer.

k. Yhe risks of genersl wer by accidest have lncreesec. This point was
not mede in eriticism but as something whieh should be enphasized {as it 18 in
paregreph 17 of 100-59}. The coucern was not 80 much over a missils going off
by aceident, or over & bomber not being recallesd, as over one sids miginter-
preting the other's intentions in & erisis situstion. With the sdvent of
hair-trigger capablilities on both aldes, and with the premium on surprise, the
8oviets might see in & pattern of precsutlonary moves on sur part an intention
to strike, and leunch & pre-emptive strike of their own,

In referring to the Bloc we used "Bino-Soviet” vherever appropriate
-
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to make clear we meant both Peiping and Moscow. There was no intent to minimize
this problem, and we just completed a major paper (NIE 13~2-59, 10 February)
on it.

6. Qomparisons of Hloc and US ONP or military expenditures can be uis-
leading. Budget or Treasury will probably bring up this old implication as

to whethsr we are not overstating Bloc achievements. We are giving a special
briefing on 3 March to the Flanning Beard, directed primarily at the comparison
of US and Soviet military expenditures in the chart on page 16 of NIE 11-4-58.
This is made in dollar terms, i.e. valuing their output and personnel costs
a8 we would our own,but it could be done Just as well in rubles. In each case
we are seeking comparability of effort. If the question arises as to why the
Soviets seen to get so much more out of & comparable outlay (if valued in
dollars}, it is becsuse in the USSR military end - items are less expensive,
relative to consumption items than in the U3, and because Soviet personnel
costs ars actually far lsss. Also we put more into such expensive items as
heavy bambers and tankers, naval vessels (including carriers), naval air, and

probably air defense missilea.
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